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ties, whose teaching was accredited by the extraordinary 
manifestations of the Spirit — i. c, by miracles. 

Objectiok 4 Protestants assert that the chnrch of 

the living God is not the pillar and ground of truth, bat 
may, and often does, uphold damnable errors. 

Their own Bible expressly declares, I Tim.iW. 15, that 
tke church of (he lining Goi is the pillar and ground of 
tht truth, and, consequently, cannot uphold damnable 
errors. 

Reply. — Protestants certainly do deny that this pas- 
sage — whatever it nitans— does or can allude to the 
Church of Rome, since the church in which Timothy 
was to " know*liow he ought to behave himself," was 
that of which he was bishop — i. e., Ephesus, and not 
Borne. But Bonian Catholics are accustomed to take it 
for granted that wliatever is said in Scripture concfrn- 
ing " the church" must apply to the Church of Home ; 
atid hence the above mistake. They should prove tliis 
awnmption by Scripture. 

But with respect to the passage here quoted from the 
Epistle to Timotiiy, the sense of it evidently depends on 
the punc/uttlion ; and some of the ablest divines are con- 
vinced that there should be a full stop at " Churcli of 
God," and then the succeedine sentence will run thus : 
" A pillar and ground of the truth, and without contro- 
versy great is the mystery of godliness;" which mys- 
tery the apostle proceeds to state was, God manifest in 
the flesh, &c., &c. And every scholar must admit that 
the words of the original Greek will bear that sense as 
well as the other. 

(Tobecoirtlnued.) 



(Tovvcs.fon'trtiicc. 

THE REAl'pHESENCE. 
Wb insert the following able correspondence be- 
tween the Rev. IJ. A. Wilson, of Glasgow, and the 
Kev. W. Carson, of 'VVaterfcrd, with which we were 
favoured last month, but whidi reached us too late lor 
iasertioD in our last number : — 

Abercromby-street, Glasgow, 

February 18, 1S52. 

Rev. and Deak Sib — 5Irs. E. has enclosed to me a 
communication received from you, containing what you 
consider three unanswerable difiScultics to the Catholic 
doctrine of the real presence of Christ in the blessed 
Eucharist. I regret 1 did not receive them when in Wa- 
terford, as time and opportunity were then at my dis- 
posal. However, I shall be happy at any time to steal 
a few moments from the press and hurry of my daily 
daties, to answer or explain any difficulty which you 
may be pleased to propose, and trust you will dispas- 
aonately read and study my reply. I am likewise fully 
satisfied that you may make whatever honourable use 
you may please of them. I say honourable, because 
should you please to give them publicity at any future 
time, I should request that my answers should not be 
curtailed, even as to a sentence, inasmuch as the duties 
of the Glasgow mission are so incessant, that I shall 
never, perhaps, have a fair opportunity to say all I 
might wish ; and, therefore, there will be nothing said 
which will not be to the point, whilst I must, «ieces- 
saiily, omit much which might be added with benefit. 
Your first objection is substantially as follows: — 

Paschasius, in the year 83 1 , was the first person who 
■Wrote a treatise on transubstaiitiation. He was opposed 
by RabanMaur, a Catholic Archbishop, and by Heribald 
and others. Although you have not drawn your con- 
clusions from these premises, I premise 1 am justified 
in anticipating it, by saying, therefore, the doctrine of 
transubstantiation dates from Paschasius, in the ninth 
century. 

Reverend sir, Paschasius did not write a treatise on 
• • transubstantiation ; " but ( A.D. 818) he wrote one on the 
Ixtdy and blood of Christ, in which he advanced no new 
doctrine, but merely gave the doctrine of the universal 
Church in the 9th century. His words arc, and I beg 
of you to consider them attentively — " Although some 
err through ignorance, yet no person, as yet, has pub- 
licly called into quesj^on what the whole world believes 
and confesses." " Quamvis ex lioc qoidam de ignoran- 
tia errent, nemo tanien est adhuc in aperto, qui hoc ita 
esse contradicat quod tolvs orbis credit et confitetur." 
And, again, he says — " Let him who would contravene 
this truth, consider what he does against his Lord, and 
against all the Churth of Christ. It is, therefore, a most 
grievous crime to pray with all, and not believe what 
truth teaches, and what all the Christians of the univene 
profess." " Videat qui contra hoc venire voluerit, quid 
agat contra ipsum dominum et contra omnem Clirisii ec- 
clesiam. NefariuiTi ergo scelus est, orare cum omnibus 
et non credere quod Veritas ipsa testatur et ubique 
onnes tmicersuiiter vemm esse falentur." Now, it is not 
denied, even by Protestant writers, that Paschasius 
maintained, during life, a character eminent both for 
sanctity and learning, and I, therefore, dispassionately 
put the question — Is the above the language of a man 
broaching a new theory on a most vital point of Catholic 
doctrine? or should not Paschasius have been absolutely 
dfementedin asserting, in the face of the world, that the 
belief in the real presence of Christ's body and blood in 
the Eucharist, was the universal faith of Christianity 



at the moment he was writing, when, in reality, it was 
nowhere believed, but was merely his own private spe- 
culation. I have no doubt, reverend sir, but that you 
will acknowledge the full force of this observation, if 
you bestow due attention to the testimony which I 
have above adduced. 

You say that Paschasius was opposed by Raban Maur 
and others. Now, reverend sir, I admit it, for the fake of 
giving you all the advantage you can desire, although 
yon must be aware, that neither Catholics not Pro- 
testants agree as to the precise doctrine of the opponents 
of Paschasius. The manuscript epitome of William of 
Malmesbury joins -Amularius, Heribald. and Raban, in 
the same opposition to the true Catholic doctrine, but 
accuses them of being Stercoranists, and, therefore, 
implying an error as opposed to the doctrine of the 
Sacraraentarians which you hold, as it is opposed to the 
doctrine held by the Catholic Church. But, suppose, 
as I said, for the sake of argument, that their opinions 
favoured your doctrine with regard to the blessed 
Eucharist, what follows? Therefore, persons holding 
communion with the Catholic Church in the ninth cen- 
tury were at liberty to call in question the real pre- 
sence of Christ's body and blood in the blessed Eucharist. 
Reverend sir, this conclusion is not justified by the pre- 
mises. The Church of Ljons, in the celebrated Three 
e;>istles, accused Amlarius "of poisoning the faith of 
Catholic France, by writings full of error and strange 
opinions,"and declares that hiswritings should hehumed, 
and in the year 838 the errors of Amularius and of his fol- 
lowers, Raban and Heribald, were again condemned by iv 
synod of Bishops, held at Cressy. Therefore, reverend sir, 
itwasnot amatterof indiff'erenceinthe ninth century to 
deny the real presence of Christ in the blessed Eucharist ; 
but as the doctrine of Raban had but few supporters, 
it was allowed to die a natural death, not without having 
been reprobated, as I have ^hown, but without causing 
any great commotion in the church. ,Tohii Scot revived 
the controversy in the middle of the ninth century, but 
he found no partizans, and again it died with him, and 
remained dead until the eleventh century, when it was 
revived by Berengarius, and as soon condemned by a 
synod convoked at Rome, by Leo the ninth, in the year 
1050, and in the following year by the synod of Ver- 
sailles, at which the work of .?cotu3 was consigned to 
the flames, in execration of its heretical doctrine. 
Berengarius made a public retractation in another 
council, held at Turin, in the year 1055, and again in a 
synod of 113 bishops, convoked at Rome in the year 
1039, from the various kingdoms of Europe. His re- 
tractation was sent by order of the synod to the various 
countries of Europe, for the purpose of repairing the 
scandal which the publicity and noise of his errors had 
given, and the heresy was thus, for the present, cut off 
in its very bud. Now,reverend sir, Paschasius announces 
publicly what was the universal belief of his age. Tlie 
Church of Lyons, the synod of Cressy, and all the sub- 
sequent synods and councils field in Italy, France, and 
Germany, confirm his statement; wherefore I cimclude, 
and I hope you will candidly say very justly, that thedoc- 
trine of the real presence was really the universal doctrine 
of the Christian church in the ninth and subsequent, 
as well as preceding centuries ; and that if a few in the 
ninth century disputed the doctrine, they, by doing so, 
went against the universal faith of theChristian Clmreh, 
and thereby incurred the severe animadversion and con- 
demnation of the Catholic churches and bishops of the 
age in which they lived. In fine, that in proportion as 
the error of a few became more likely to do injury to 
the Catholic faith, in proportion did the church increase 
her energies to repress these evils, by condemning the 
errors themselves ; causing the books containing the 
objectionable doctrines to be burned ifi abhorence of 
them, and multiplying synods and councils until it 
terminated in the aecumenical Council of Trent. 

But, reverend sir. I must not pass by another point in 
the proposed difficulty on which you seem to lay peculiar 
stress. Yousay Paschasiusfirstwrotea treatiseoa transub- 
stantiation in the year 831. Reverend sir, Ido not suppose 
that you mean to assert the existence of a treatise as 
essential to the belief in transubstantiation ; you might 
as well argue that the sun did not give liglit for some 
thousands of years, because so long no learned treatise 
appeared on the nature and properties of light. You 
certainly do not mean this. Then, I suppose, you mean 
by the word^rs<, that Paschasius was the first to teach 
the doctrine of transubstantiation. If so, please open 
St. Cyril's works, and bear in mind that this holy Bishop 
of Jerusalem lived 500 years before Paschasius. You 
will find in his Fourth Catechism for catechumens, in 
language written expressly for the purpose of com- 
municating instruction to beginners, the following 
discourse ; — " When Christ himself has said of the 
bread, this is my body, and of the chalice, this 
is my blood, who will dare to doubt? Formerly he 
changed water into wine, and will we consider him 
unworthy of being believed when he changes wine 
into his blood ? Judge it not by the taste but 
by faith. What seems to be bread is not bread, 
and what seems to be wine is not wine, although it 
may seem such to the taste ; but it is the blood of 
Christ." Reverend sir, what do you call this, if it be not 
the Catholic doctrine of transubstantiation? Open St. 



Ambrose, and you will find the following (Lib. de 
lultiandis, cq.. No. 48) — "Perhaps you will say, how ca» 
you assert that I receive the body of Christ, when / see 
something else t If the word of Christ was able to bring 
into existence what before did not exist, how mneh 
more easily is it not able to change things which are 
into what they are not?"' Again, reverend sir, I ask, 
is not this transubstantiation ? It would be superfluous 
to multiply testimonies. If, howevei^ you require more, 
equally explicit, I shall be happy to sa;>ply you with 
them ; but from what I have adduced, it is evident tliat, 
even if Paschasius were the first to write a treatise on 
transubstantiation, he was not certainly the first to 
teach and believe in tlie doctrine implied by it. It would 
likewise throw upon you, reverend sir, the extremely 
difficult task of ex p'aiaing how it is that the eastern 
heretical churches separated from the communion of 
Rome since the beginning of the 5th century, and as 
opposed to her doctrines fully as much as is the Church, 
of England since the Reformation, have become imbued 
with this Catholic tenet of the real presence of Christ 
in the blessed eucharist, which, nevertheless, Eutychians, 
Nestorians, and Armiuians, as well as Greeks, defend 
and teach. Did they, too, receive it from the Latin 
monk? 

Inyour second difficulty,you say, "the seventh general 
council held in Constantinople in the year 754, decreed 
that the sacrament was a commemoration, not a sacri- 
fice." Allow me, reverend sir, to correct an historical 
mistake into which you have fallen. There was no 
general council held in Constantinople in the eighth 
century, and, consequently, I know not where to look 
for the decree to which you allude. Catholics are not 
wont to confound the idea of a sacrament with that of 
a sacrifice, nor to say that the sacrament is the sacri- 
fice; nevertheless, making the proper allowance for 
your want of correct information on this point, I shall 
be happy to be informed of the name of the council you 
refer to, the number of the decree, and the year when 
celebrated, so tliat I may be able, with accuracy, to 
refer to this (at least to me) novel decision. 

Your third difluculty states, that the doctrine of tran- 
substantiation was not an article of Catholic faith until 
the decision of the Council of Trent. Reverend and 
dear sir, you completely mistake the power of councils 
with repanl to Catholic faith. The Catholic Church 
has her faith prior to the convocation of a council ; nor 
is it in the power of any council, general or particular, 
to make that which previously was not contained in the 
body of Catholic faith, become, by its decision, an article 
of faith. The entire power of the church, assembled in 
council, as regards faith, is merely to declare that to be 
really contained in the Catholic faith which was con- 
tained from the beginning — which the chnrch believed 
and taught from the beginning. Disputes and doubts 
affecting individual persons, places, or churches, some- 
times render the true faitlf of the church obscure in 
those places, and the obscurity is removed by the tmi- 
versal church represented in council, which is not 
affected by local doubts or difficulties, but which has in 
its decisions the promised assistance of the Holy Ghost- 
In the fourth century the Council of Nice declared that 
the Son was consubstantial with the father, and anathe- 
matized whoever would deny the doctrine ; but would 
you, reverend sir, thence infer, that the consubstan- 
tiality of the Father and Son was not contained in the 
deposit of Christian faith, or was not believed by tlie 
Church of God from the very foundation of Christianity ? 
Apply tliis to the Council of Trent and you will have a 
case precisely parallel. 

I remain, reverend dear sir, with sincere respect, 
Yours truly in Christ, 

R. A. WlLSMi. 



John's-Hill, Waterford, 
March 11, 1852. 

Rev. and Dear Sib — I beg to acknowledge your letter 
of the 18lh ult. I regret time did not permit me to 
answer it immediately. 

You commence your letter by saying, " Mrs. F. 
has enclosed to me a communication received from you, 
containing, what you consider, three unanswerable dif- 
ficulties to the Catholic doctrine ot the real presence of 
Christ in the blessed Eucharist." This statement is not 
quite correct. The following are the fiicts of the case. 

I had, on several occasions, conversations with Mrs. 
F. on the points of controversy between Roman 
Catholics and Protestants. I stated to her, on one of 
these occasions, that I was prepared to show her reli- 
gion to be a novel one, and to point out certain dates 
about which the various errors crept into the church. 
She asked me to give her such a date for the doctrine of 
transubstantiation. I wrote at the time, and partly 
from memory, the few hurried lines you received. She 
told me she would stiow them on the following day to 
some of the Waterford priests, and demand from then 
an answer; bat, I suppose, they were not able to 
give her one, and, as a dernier resort, she forwarded 
them to you. Nor am I surprised at this, as a few days 
previonsly she had informed me, that not one of the 
Roman Catholic clergymen in Waterford was able 
either to write or preach a sermon — controversial at 
otherwise ; and assigned this as a reason for their not 
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uuwenng our aennon* pablisbed in the newspapen, 
though repeatedly challenged to do so; and for theit 
hriaging down from Duhlin, Dre. CahiU and 0*ConneIl, 
to pieach fcr them ou controversy. A strange confes- 
rion coming from your sister !_Doubtle3» ^ bad it 
fivmyonl 

_ Tou have fully stated the premises of my ftnt otqec- 
Bon ; but the conclusion is not the one intended to be 
drawn from them. They were not meant to proTe that 
the doctrine of transubstantiation dates from Faacha- 
rius, or that he was the first to teach the doctrine ; nor 
md I undertake to point out any precise period at which 
tfaig error began, or name any particular person who in- 
toduced it. Paschasius, as Bellarmine confesses, was the 
flrat to systematize the doctrine of transubstantiation, 
and he found the materials at his hand, among the many 
and gross conceits which poseessed the minds of men 
in that dark and barbarous age. The fact is that no 
error of the Romish system was brought in at once ; 
but springing from the corrupt soil of the human heart, 
each arose insensibly and by slow degrees, as a young 
plant grows up from the seed, strengthening and 
tpreading. till at length it fizes its roots deep in the 
^^h, and sheds its noxious influence far and. wide. 
We cannot, therefore, point out the precise period 
when these errors first began, no more than a man can 
tell the time his hair began to be gray, or his garments 
to be old. Only by comparing what the Church of 
Borne is now with what she was in the apostolic and 
prhnitire ages of the cljurch, we perceive that many 
gross corruptions have been introduced. Slowly and 
imperceptibly, in the midnight darkness of the world 
and the church, they arose, and were shaped and moulded 
liy degrees, as men's minds were prepared to look 
upon them, till each monster received its perfect form 
from the plastic hands of the Council of Trent. The 
gradual way in which the doctrine of transubstantia. 
tion was brought into the church, has been well de- 
scribed by a learned writer of the present day " Men 

first, in spite of our Lord's warning, that the spirit 
only quickeneth, the flesh profiteth nothing, began to 
fancy that Christ's flesh, as such, had the power of giv- 
ing life, then that Christ's body was present in the bread, 
or that the bread by some mysterious change became, 
to all intents and purposes of giving life all one wifli 
Christ's body } and, lastly, that it was not bread at all, 
but Christ's body hidden under the appearance of 
bread." Thus broached, as a matter of opinion, it was 
then brought in by power, and lastly, by authority, de- 
creed into an article of faith. 

Paschasius was the first to write an express work om 
the subject of transubstantiation, the title of which 
was, " Concerning the body and blood of Christ;" and 
this is of itself a plain presumption against its primi- 
tive antiquity. Bui, add to this, that he was ftt once 
opj^ed by Kabanus Maurus, Heribald, Scotus, Ra- 
tramn, and others — that no sooner was the doctrine 
openly and publicly advocated, but it met with the 
most determined opposition, that the first attempt to 
put it forward as a necessary part of Christian faith, 
received the most unqualified reprobation from men of 
liigh repute in the church, some of whom have been 
canonized by the Church of Eome, and all of whom have 
been acknowledged by Bellarmine to be acute and learned 
men; and is not the conclusion from these premises 
plain, that the doctrine was a novelty, unknown in the 
pure and better ages of the church, and that even in 
the ninth century, it was at most, only a disputaUe 
doctrine, and could not have been the universal faith of 
the Christian Church — a doctrine of universal belief. 

Tou claim for this doctrine a universal consent; but 
how can that be, when it met with the most decided oppo- 
sition ? That is a strange univertal consent, to a doc- 
trine which consists in its being believed by all except 
those who reject it I Nor is it any answer to this to 
aay., that the opinions of those who opposed it, were 
condemned ; any censure upon them, does not remove 
their opposition, for the absence of any evil does not 
consist in its being censured when it arises, but in its 
not arising at all. The fact still remains, tliat men in 
communion with the Church of Home, of high repu- 
tation in it for their learning and abilities, never con- 
demned in their own age, which is the point in dispute, 
and never condemned by any general council antece- 
dently to the Council of Trent, gave the most deter- 
mined opposition to the first attempt to fix the doctrise 
on the church, and branded it as a novelty unknown in 
its purest and best ages. It will avail nothing to call 
Katramne and the others heretics, because they opposed 
an almost universal opinion. The burden of proof lies 
upon you, to show that they were not members of the 
church', fy)T if they were, then the church did not 
generally hold the doctrine of transubstantiation. But 
if it be said, that Ratramne was not a Catholic, because 
he opposed this doctrine, then the same must be provtd 
with regard to Augustine and the other Fathers whom 
be quotes, and whose opinions he shows inconsistent 
with it. 

Tonspeak asif we Protestants denied thereir/prB- 
aence of Christ in the Eucharist ; now, we hold it as 
firmly as you; we even assert, that "the body and 
Mood of Christ are verily ilnd indeed taken and received 
Ijr the &ithfiil in Ute hoiA'a sapper;" the point in de- 



pute between us is, whether Christ's real presence in 
the euoharist is spiritua! or corporeal. 

Before, then, I show that the passages yoo. bring for* 
ward from the Fathers do not prove traosabstantiation, 
and give some quotations from them against that dDc^ 
trine, it would be well tala; dowa dearly vhattnm* 
substantiaiion is. 

As you have mentioned the recantation of Beien- 
garins, we cannot do better than refer to the form pre- 
scribed for him, as of course it must he esteemed a 
oorrect account of the doctrine of your church: He 
was required to declare at a council held in Borne, under 
Nicholas IL, in the year 1038, "that the bread and 
wine, after consecration, are not only the sacrament* 
symbol, or figure, but also the true body and blood of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, and are sensibly not only in a 
sacrament, but in truth, bandied and broken by the 
hands of the priests, and crushed by the teeth of the 
faithful (fidelium dentibus atteri)." 

The Council of Trent is yet more precise. I refer yarn. 
to canons 1, 2, 3, 4, " On the most holy sacrament of the 
Eucharist, session 12." 

Canon 1. " If any one shall deny that the body and 
blood, together with the mul and divinity of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and, thereibre, entire Christ, are truly, 
really, and substantially contained in the sacrament of 
the most holy Eucharist, and shall say that he is only ts 
it as in a sign, or in a figure, or virtually, let him be 
accursed." 

Canon 2. " If any one shall say that the substance 
of the bread and wine remains in the sacrament of the 
most holy Eucharist, together with the body and blood 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and shall deny that wonderful 
and singular conversion of the whole substance of the 
bread into the body, and of the whole substance of the wine 
into the blood, the outward forms of the bread and wine 
still remaining, which conversion the Catholic Church 
most aptly calls transubstantiation, let him be 
accursed." 

Canon 3. If any one shall deny that in the venerated 
sacrament of the Eucharist, entire Christ is contained in 
each kind, and in each several particle of either kind, when 
separated, let him be accursed." 

Canon 4. " If any one shall say that, after consecra- 
tion, the body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ is 
only in the wonderful sacrament of the Eucharist in use 
whilst it is taken, and not either before or after, arut 
that the true body of the -Lord does not remain in the 
hosts or particles which bace been consecrated, and 
which are reserved or remain after the communion, let 
him be accursed. 

Again, I refer you to' the Catechism of the Council of 
Trent, I quote from the edition printed at Venice, in 
theyear 1582:— 

" But now the pastors must here explain, that not 
only the true body of Christ, and whatever appertains 
to the true mode of existence of a body, as the bmes and 
verves, but also that entire Christ is contained in this 
Sacrament." 

Again, I refer you to the Roman Missal. Amongst 
the rubrics we read " of the defects that may occur in 
the celebration of masses" — 

" If the consecrated host disappears, either by some 
accident^as by the wind — or by a miracle, or if it be 
taken by any animal, and cannot be found, then let ano- 
ther be consecrated." 

Again — "If the priest vomits the Eucharist, if the 
accidents appear entire, let them be reverently taken, 
if there be not nausea." 

In those documents, it is asserted that the substance 
of the bread and wine, immediately after consecration, 
undergoes a change, and are not merely symbols or 
[igures, but the actual, real, andidentiaal body of Christ, 
which suffered upon tile cross ; nor is this all, not merely 
is it asserted that the material bread' and wine are cos- 
verted into the material body and blood of Christ, 
but that material bread and wine are converted into the 
immaterial soul, and not only into the immaterial soul, 
but into the essential divinity of Christ. The assertion 
is, that in the mass "There is re{illy,.snd truly, and 
substantially present, the body and blood, together with 
the soul and divinity of Jesus Christ." And not only so, 
but that a whole Christ, body, soul, divinity, bones, and 
nerves, is present in the bread and in every particle of 
it, and in the wine, and in every drop of it ; so that, 
irere yon to divide the bread or wafer into a thousand 
different crumbs, or the wine into a thousand difi'erent 
drops, each crumb or each drop would still contain 
the nerves, bones, sinews, body, soul, and divinity 
of Jesus Christ; or if the wafer received by the 
communicant, into the mouth, should break into 
smaller pieces, each separate fragment, however 
small, becomes a separate, entire Christ. Still further, 
that an animal, .is it is expressed in the Roman 
missal, or a mouse, as was defined by Greg. II. (Direct 
inquisit: part 1, No. 15), may run away with and est 
the host — I.e., theLord Jesus, body, blood; soul, divinity, 
bones, and nerves ; and, lastly, that a priest may vonst 
him. Oh, who can listen even to this simple statement 
without feelings of indescribaUe horror ? This is the 
very creed of your church, not distorted, not exagge- 
rated in a single point, but expressed in the very terms 
of your own formularies — that the consecrated waf&r 



becomes the very body, blood, soul, divinity, bones, and 
nerves of Jesus Cbrist^iecones God — that a moose nsy 
run away with and eat that God, the God of beaveivaBd 
earth— the Redeemer, the Lord of Hosts — that mighty 
Being who arched the heavens — who gemmed the firma- 
ment with iea thousand stars — who controls the wittle 
machinery of the imi^erae — befi>re whom angds. wil 
their faces as they cry, " Holy, holy. Lord Qod 
Almighty, who was, and is, and is to come." "Be 
astonished, oh, yeheavens, at this, and be horribly aftnd, 
yea, be very desolate, saitb the Lord." 

The passages you have adduced from the writingtiiof 
Cyril and Ambrose, speak of the consecrated elements 
as the body and blood, of Christ, but does this prerre 
transubstantiation ? If so, then the Church of England 
holds that doctrine when she asserts that "the body and 
bk)od of Christ are verily and indeed taken and received 
by the faithfUl in the Lord's supper." Ton must shorn in 
what sense they are the body and. bleed of Cfatist, 
whether carnally or spiritually. Hojr St. Cyril, rf 
Jerusalem, the very writer you quote, understoiad ^ is 
evident when he says—" With all assurance let us par- 
take as of the body and blood of Christ, for, under the 
type of bread, his bqdy is given unto thee ; and under 
the type of wine, his blood is given unto thee; that, so 
thou mayest partake of the body and blood of Christ 
being one body and one blood with him." (Cyril, oper. 
Cat zzii. mystag. iv., sec. iii., Fol. Bened., Edit. 
1720.) How St. Ambrose, the other writer you quote 
understood it, is evident when he says, " Make Uds 
ascribed oblation reasonable and acceptable, which i* 
the figure of the body and blood of our Lord Jesns 
Christ." — ( Ambros. ope. Tom ii., De Sacrament, lib. iv., 
cap. 5, foL edit.. Bened., 1690.) How St. Augustine, 
one of the most celebrated doctors of the church, who 
flourished in the fourth century, understood it, is evident 
when he soya, in his epistle to Boniface the bishop—" If 
the sacraments had not some resemblance to these thisgs 
of which they are the sacrament, they would not be 
sacraments at all, but from their resemblance they often 
take the name of the things themselves, so then, after a 
certain sort, the sacrament of the body of Christ is the 
body of Christ, and the sacrament of the blood of Christ, 
is the blood of Christ." Again, St. Augustine writes — 
" The Lord when he gave the sign of his body, did not 
doubt to say, this is my body ; and again, in the hiitery 
of the New Testament, so great and so marvellous was 
the patience of our Lord, that, bearing with Judas, 
though not ignorant of his .purpose, he admitted him to 
ths'banquet, in which he commended and delivered to 
his disciples the figure of his own body and blood." 

Tou seem to lay great stress upon the words of Cyril, 
"Judge it not by the taste, but by faith," and yet, this 
is so far from proving transubstantiation, that it isi in 
perfect accordance with the doctrine of the Church of 
England, when she declares that the faithful only re- 
ceive the body and blood of Christ, but that all others 
are guilty of his body and blood. Again, you have 
underlined the words of St. Ambrose " How can I re- 
ceive the body (jf Christ, when I see something else ?" 
butjtbis would prove him as much a Protestanbas a 
Romanist, for we, too, as I said before, hold, that the 
the body of Christ is received by the faithful in the 
Lord's supper. 

Again, the passages which you have adduced, speak 
of a change liaving taken place in tlie elements after 
consecration ; but tliis will not answer your purpose, 
unless you also show the kind of change implied ; we 
admit that some of the Fathers speak of a mysterious 
change having taken place in the elements, but we 
altogether deny that that change was of that kind or 
character above described as transubstantiation. It rests 
with you to show that it isacorporeal or carnal chaage, 
but from other parts of tbair writings we can prove to 
demonstration that such a doctrine never entered into 
their minds. 

The first I shall adduce is from Clement, of Alex- 
andria, who lived in the second century, and whose 
name carries great weight in the Church of Rome. Hi* 

words are as follows : 

" Inasmuch as Christ declared, that the bread wbich 
I give you is ray flesh, inasmuch as flesh is irrigated 
by blood, therefore the wine is allegoricalbj called blood. 
For the word is allegoritally designated by many different 
names, such as meat, and flesh, and nourishment, and 
bread, and blood, and milk ; for the Lord is all things 
for the enjoyment of us who have believed in him. 
Nor let any one think that we speak strangely, wbeD 
we say that milk is allegorically called the blood of the 
Lord, for is not wine likewise alkyorically called by the 
same appellation ? The Scripture, therefore, has 
named wine a myitic symbol of the holy blood." And, 
again — " Be well assured that Christ bimsdf also 
partook of wine, inasmuch as he also is a man. Be, 
moreover, blessed the wine, saying. Take, drick ; this 
is my blood, the blood of the vine. The consecrsited 
liquor of exhilaration, therefore, allegorically represents 
the word, who poured himself out on belialf of mm, 
for the remissioa of sins." 

Again, Cyprian writes as follows : — 
" We have found out that it wag a mixed cup which 
our Lord oflicred, and that it was wine which 1^. catted 
his blood." 
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Agtin, St. Atigiutine write*— "Christ instructed his 
disciples and said unto them, It is the Spirit quickeneth, 
the flesh proflteth nothing; the words that I speak 
nnf o you, they are spirit, and they are life ; as if he 
nad said, vndtntand spiritually what I have spoken — 
Ton are not ahout to eat this identical hody which you 
see J and you are not al>out to drink this identical blood, 
which they who crucify me will pour out ; on the con- 
trary. I have commended a certain sacrament to you 
which will yivify you, if spiritually understood." It 
would be superfluous to multiply testimonies; if, 
howevt^r yon require more, equally explicit, I shall be 
happy to supply you with them. 

In the second place,^you have undertaken to correct 
aniiistoricsl mistake into which you say I have fallen. 
You state there was no general council held in Con- 
stantinople in the eighth century. I would advise you 
for the future, wlien you undertake to correct mistakes, 
to take care that you do not fall inlo a more grievous 
one yourself, for there was a general council held in 
Constantinople in the eighth century. " Making the 
proper allowance for your want of correct information 
on this point," I proceed to inform you, that it was 
called hyConstantine, in 754, at Constantinople, to 
whom, it "appears, the furious tribe of image worship- 
pers, in derision, had given the name of Copronymus. 
It was composed of eastern bishops. It condemned 
the worship and use of images. This council, I am 
aware, is not acknowledged by Boman Catholics, any 
more than the authority of the second commandment, 
because it had not received the sanction of the see of 
Some ; nevertheless, its testimony is of great value on 
ttie subject in dispute, as showing that the Trentlne 
doctrine of transubstantiation was not universally re- 
ceived or believed in the early ages of the Christian 
Church. It maintained that " Christ chose no other 
shape or type under heaven by which to represent 
his incarnation, but the sacrament which he delivered 
to his ministers for a type and effectual commemoration, 
commanding the mhslance of bread to be offered, which 
did not in any way resemble the form of man, that no 
occasion might be given for bringing in idolatry." 

In regard to the third difficulty, you state that I have 
noistaken the power of a council which is only to de- 
clare or authoritatively set forth as true, any point of doc- 
trme, so that what before might have been disputed or 
doubted without danger, becomes now necessary to be 
believed, and heresy to dispute or doubt. 

According to your own definition, then, till it becomes 
an article of faith, it is a disputable doctrine which may 
or may not be held by those who remain in comniunion 
with the Church of Borne ; and, therefore, since the doc- 
tnne of transubstantiation was not declared an article 
of faith till the Council of Trent, the belief of the doc- 
trme was not essential till then, and those who denied 
it must not be considered as heretics. Between this and 
the Council of Kice there is no parallel, for almost im- 
mediately on the promulgation of Arius's opinions, the 
Council of Nice assembled, and those opinions were de- 
cjared heretical. Arius first put forward his erroneous 
views in 318, and in 325 the council condemned them, an 
interval only of seven years ; but the doctrine of transub- 
stantiation was disputed, fiercely disputed, from the time 
of Paschasius in the ninth century, and not terminated 
as you yourself have stated till the cecumenical Coun- 
cil of Trent in the 16th century. Therefore, tran- 
substantiation was not till then a doctrine of the church, 
or a necessary part of Christian faith. Indeed the 
celebrated Breerly says : " complete transubstantiation 
(i.e., both for form and matter), was not determined 
until the last Council of Trent in the year 1560." 

But think not that it is through the decrees of coun- 
cils, or the testimony of the Fathers, or the writings of 
fallible men, however pious or however learned, that 
we alone attack the doctcne of transubstantiation. We 
have a more powerful weapon than nny of them, and 
that is the sword of the Spirit— the Word of the livmg 

I know you will shrink from Scripture, for as Scotus 
(4 Sent. d. 11, q. 3), says — "There is no passnge of 
Scripture so express as evidently to compel the admis- 
sion of transubstantiation, without the declaration of the 
church;" or, as Biel says (in Can. Miss. lect. 40), 
" It is nowhere found in the canonical Scriptures ;" or, 
as Cardinal Cameracensis says_" Transubstantiation 
cannot be proved from Holy Writ;" or, as Cardinal 
Cajetan says — " There does not appear out of the Gospel 
anything to compel us to understand these words literally, 
namely, ' This is my body ;' and, truly, that presence in 
the sacrament, which the church holds, cannot be 
proved by these words of Christ, unaided by the de- 
claration of the church." 

Ton hold that when Christ, at the last supper, took 
the bread and cup into his hands, and said, '• This is 
my body," " This is my blood," these words are to be 
taken in their most strict and literal sense, and, that, 
therefore, the bread did actually become changed into 
the Saviour's body, and the wine into his blood. But 
if you will abide by this literal interpretation, you must 
carry out the principle much further than you do. We 
know, from 1 Cor. xi. 25, and from St. Luke, that our 
Lord said, "This cup is the New Testament in my 
blood." Have I not, then, as good reason for asserting 



that the cup is transu^tantiated into the New Testa- 
ment as you have for saying that the bread and wine 
are transubstantiated into the body . and blood of 
our Lord ? ■ 

But from the words of our Lord, immediately after 
consecration, we learn that no transubstantiation had 
taken place ; for he calls the consecrated element " the 
fruit of the vine"-:-" But I say unto you, I will not 
drink henceforth of this fruit of the vine until that day 
when I drink it new with you in my Father's kingdom." 
—Matt. xxvi. 29. 

Moreover, it was when our Lord was celebrating the 
Passover with his disciples, that he instituted the sacra- 
ment of the Lord's Supper. Now, it was customary 
among the Jews for the head of the family to pronounce 
over the Paschal Lamb the words " This is the Lord's 
Passover :" as the head of the family he, too, must have 
pronounced over the Paschal Lamb, the words, "This 
is the Lord's Passover." The disciples knew the lamb 
was not really the passover, but that it was a sign, 
emblem or memorial of it, and when, immediately after 
the commemorative supper he institutes the Christian 
sacrament, and uses the same form of phrase respecting 
it, which a few moments before he had used respecting 
the Jewish sacrament, and says of the bread and wine, 
" This is ray body broken or given," " This ismy blood 
shed," it is impossible his disciples could have under- 
stood him otherwise than as implying, "This is the sign, 
emblem, or memorial of my body broken, and of my 
blood shed. " 

And such a way of speaking is qnite common, and 
often used by our Lord himsel£ He declared, " I am 
the door," "lam the vine," "I am the shepherd." 
He was not literally a door, a vine, or a shepherd, but 
he was figuratively what they were literally. The 
Apostles had often heard our Saviour speak thus before, 
and they would naturally understand him to be speak- 
ing so then. 

Nor do they afterwards put another meaning on his 
words. In his first epistle to the Corintliians, St. Paul 
five times succe.ssively calls that bread which was con- 
secrated, and which our Saviour calls his body. 

We conclude, therefore, that the figurative is in this 
case that in which our Saviour's words must be under- 
stood. But to say that his words are to be taken in any 
other sense than that in which those who heard him 
would naturally understand him, is what I think none 
would venture to say, except those who have been 
carefully trained up to believe it such. 

I am, dear sir, sincerely and faithfully yours, 

Wm. Cabson. 



ST. AUGUSTINE'S PRAYER. 

TO THE EDITOR OF THE CATHOLIC I,ATHAK. 

Sir — In the last number of the Catholic Layman, 

p. 45, you conclude your answer to "Amicus" with the 
words — " This is the interpretation of St. Augustine, 
book the Ist, on the Sermon on the Mount, cap. ii." In 
both the last numbers you have quoted the Holy 
Fathers' as entirely against the doctrine of purgatory. 
I trust you will not refuse me, who am a very unskilled 
controversialist, a privilege which you have given and 
kindly promised to other Catholic laymen. 

Then, let me suppose that you' adduce tlie 
most powerfal array of quotations, from the Holy 
Fathers, against the Catholic doctrine of purgatory, 
and that I, on the other hand, do adduce only 
one, from one only of the ancient Fathers of the 
Church. What then? The inference naturally must 
be, that such holy Father was not orthodox. I then, sir, 
refer you to the confessions of St Augustine, book ix. 
chap 13 ; and, at the same time, I beg leave to quote 
the following, from the above, for the attentive perusal 
of your readers. 

"The following then is the sublime and eloquent prayer 
of the great and truly orthodox St. Augustine for the 
repose of his mother's soul: — "And now, my heart 
being cured of that wound, [sorrow for his mother] I 
pour out to thee, my God, in behalf of her, thy servant, 
a very difi'erent kind of tears, issuing from a heart awed 
by the contemplation of the dangers of every soul that 
dies in Adam. For, although she, being revived in 
Christ, even before being freed from the flesh, and hav- 
ing lived so as that thy name is much praised in her 
faith, and virtues, yet I dare not say that no word came 
out of her mouth contrary to thy command, from the 
time thou didst regenerate her by baptism. I then, 
putting aside her food deeds, for which I give thanks 
with joy, entreat lAae at present, for the aim of mi/ mother, 
forgive them, Lord; forgive them, I beseech thee, 
enter not into judgment with her," fee, &c. 

With your permission, sir, I will use the right of " pri- 
vate judgment" and that of " reason" as to the above 
passage. 

I need not now inquire, nor is it necessary, whether 
Monica died a saint or not. From the above passage, at 
least, it would seem that her son, St. Augustine, who 
Anew her many virtues, was somewhat nneasy as to the 
repose of her soul in the other world. In your first 
article on purgatory, page 39, of the last Catholic 
Lathan, you say " Christ, in fact, does not do his 
work of atonement by hslves^remitting the guilt, and 



yet leaving the punishment 1 Where the guilt is re- 
moved the punishment is so likewise, temporal as well 
as eternal Tertullian, Chrysostom, Augustine, all say 
this." Now, sir, why did St. Augustine entreat the 
merciful Saviour, who " does not do his work of atone- 
ment by halves," for St. Monioa's sins? When her 
spirit quitted its remnant of clay, it was juJged, and 
found either sinless or sinful— if the former, heaven, if 
the latter, hell was her reward. In either case, praying 
for her, or remembering her at the " altar," accordirig^ 
to her own request, previous to her death, would be an 
idle and silly performance. Yet, it strikes me, that 
St. Augustine held a difi'erent doctrine; therefore, he 
continued to pray for her, and to remember her at the 
altar, hoping that the holy and all-saving sacrifice 
would atone for her human weakness and defects during 
life; for who can be sure that, during life, they have 
sufliciently satisfied the Divine justice ? 

Like St. Augustine, I shall, sir, until better in- 
structed, continue to pray for the faithful departed. 
And have the honour to be, sir, 

Your obedient servant, 

A Catholic. 

Longhrea, April 24, 185-2. 

■We find some things in our correspondent's letter 
that we must agree with, and something which we must 
ask him to consider again. 

We agree with him. that if we " adduce the most 
powerful array of quotations from the Holy Fathers 
against the Catholic doctrine of purgatory, and that he, 
on the other hand, do adduce only one, from one only, 
of the Ancient Fathers of the church— what then ? The 
inference naturally must be, that such Holy Father was 
not orthodox." If our correspondent had said—" Was 
not orthodox in this point," we would have thought his 
argument generally correct. Yet, even so (.seeing that he 
has quoted only one Father), a regard for truth would 
prevent our urging this argument too far against him. 
There may he cases, and there are, in which it would 
be easy to bring more Fathers in favour of an error than 
against it. Let Boman Catholics only show that the 
doctrine of purgatory is taught in Scripture, and we 
will accept the opinion of one Father in its favour, 
although ten should be against it. 

We must ask our correspondeut to consider again the 
following passage of his letter :—" When her spirit 
quitted its tenement of clay, it was judged, and found 
either sinless or sinful ; if the former, heaven ; if the 
latter, hell was the reward. In either case, praying fbr 
her, or remembering her at the 'altar,' according to 
her own request, previous to her death, would be an 
idle and silly performance. Yet it strikes me that St. 
Augustine held a difi'erent doctrine." 

Now, it strikes us so too ; though, perhaps, not ex- 
actly in the same way ; and it may strike our corres- 
pondent, as it does us, when he considers it again. He 
seems to think that St. Monica received her final judg- 
ment, either for heaven or hell, as soon as she departed 
from this life ; and before St. Augustine prayed for her. 
For he goes on to say that, notwithstanding this judg- 
ment, St. Augustine continued to pray for her. We 
cannot see what room our correspondent leaves here for 
purgatory. If Monica must needs go either to heaven 
or to hell, as soon as she left this life, and before St. 
Augustine had time to pray for her, what time was 
there for her to go to purgatory at all? Did St. Au- 
gustine pray for her after she was i» hellf We notice 
this, as showing how hard it is for Koman Catholics to 
write on this subject at all, without making admissions 
that overthrow purgatory altogether. 

But we regard truth alone, and not victory ; and we 
will help our correspondent out of this difficulty. - la 
the Nicene creed, which he and we beli«ve alike, H is 
said of Christ, " He shall come again with glory to judge 
both the quick and the dead." The judgment of all 
who have died since Christ first came, shall take place 
when Christ comes again into this world as judge. 
Therefore, St. Monica is not yet judged; she is still 
waiting for the judgment of Christ when he shall come, 
at the great day. 

This gives a very difiFerent meaning to St. Augustine's 
prayer ; but to show what that meaning is, we must 
give the prayer more fully than our correspondent, "A 
Catholic," has given it. We do not at all suppose, that 
he meant to give it wrongly ; we are sure that he found 
it in some book just as he has given it, and that he 
thought it stood just as St. Augustine wrote it. But 
the book misled him ; and we shall therefore give, as 
St. Augustine wrote it, marking with brackets, the 
parts omitted in •' A Catholic's" letter. 

" But now, with a heart cured of that wound . . . 
I pour out unto thee, our God, in behalf of that thy 
servant, a far different kind of tears, flowing from a 
spirit moved by the thoughts of the danger of every soul 
that dies in Adam. And although she, having been 
made alive in Christ, even while not yet released from 
the flesh, so lived that thy name should be praised in 
her life and conversation, yet, 1 dare nut say that, fCom 
the time that thou didst regenerate her by baptism, do 
word came out of her mouth contrary to thy cosamand. 
[And it was said by thy Son, The 'Truth, ' Whosoever 
shall say to his brother, thou fool, shall be in danger of 
hell fire.' And woe be even to the commendable life of 



